
United States Patent and TRAORMARif Office 



APPLICATION NO. 
10/098,585 

27975 



FILING DATE 
.03/15/2002 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 
Markus Duelli 



7590 



05/14/2004 

ALLEN, DYER, DOPPELT, MILBRATH & GILCHRIST P A 
ORLANDO, FL 32802-3791 



llniIF?.^r^l*^? DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE" 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR P>S¥nTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.iispto.gov 



ATTORNEY DOCKET no. I CONFIRM ATIONNa 
18-3 US 3242 




EXAMINER 
WOOD, KEVINS 



[ 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2874 



J 



PATE MAILED: 05/14/2004 



Please find below and/or attached an Office 



cominunication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Office Action Summary 



Application No. 

10/098,585 



Examiner 

Kevin S Wood 



Applicant(s) 

PUELLI ETAL. 



Art Unit 
2874 



Period for RepT^'''' ''''^^ '^^"'^ communication appears on the cov r sheet with th e correspondence address 

' pr^)^^^^^^^^^^ .nnoeve„,hc^ver,.avarep,vbe«.e,«,ed 
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Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 19 Aorii 2004 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2bM This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fomial matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 11 , 453 o.G. 21 3. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) i6 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above daim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s)_ is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s)_^ is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) _ are subject to restriction ahd/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

1 om The drawing(s) filed on 15March2002 is/are: aM accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 85(a) 
1 l^n ^►^^^t^^) '"^'"^'ng the correction Is required if the drav«ng(s) is objected.to. See 37 CFR 1 121(d) 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action orfom, PTO-152 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9 

12) nAcknowledgmentismadeofaclaimforforeignpriorityunder35U.S.C § 119(a)-rd) orm 
a)DAII b)D Some • c)n None of: ' S n aoMd) or (f). 

1 •□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No ' 

3. a Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 1 7.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This action is responsive to the applicant's amendment filed on 1 9 April 2004. 
None of the claims have been amended or cancelled. No new claims have been added. 
Claims 1 -6 are now pending in the application. 

2. The declaration filed on 1 9 April 2004 under 37 CFR 1 . 1 31 is sufficient to 
overcome the Reed et al. reference (U.S. Patent No. 6,542,665). 

3. Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last 
Office action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. 



Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 -6 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 

♦"I! )!!^®^?.'*® I^u^ ''^^"S ^l^'" *o which said subject matter pertains. 

Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
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were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S. C. 103(a). 

7. Claims 1 and 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,445,939 to Swanson et al. 

Referring to claim 1 , Swanson et al. discloses a fiber-optic optical coupling 
assembly including: a first optical waveguide (1) having a first terminal end; a graded 
index lens (2), wherein the first terminal end of the graded index fiber is in optical 
communication with the first terminal end of the first optical waveguide whereby an 
optical beam propagating from the first terminal end of the first optical waveguide and 
exiting the second terminal end of the graded index fiber is reduced to a diameter 
(waist) at a distance from the terminal end of the graded index fiber. In Fig. 3. Swanson 
appears to disclose a beam spot size (beam diameter) of less than 30 microns 
(approximately 20 microns) at a distance of more than 220 microns (approximately 1 500 
microns) using a graded index (GRIN) lens having a radius of 183 microns. Swanson 
also specifically discloses that a GRIN lens made by the disclosed method can achieve 
a beam waist radius size of about 30 microns an nearly 2000 microns from the distal 
end of th6 GRIN lens (see col. 1 0, lines 44-47). Swanson et al. does not appear to 
specifically disclose the GRIN lens (2) is a section of graded index fiber. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
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to use a GRIN lens instead of a section of graded index fiber, since the examiner takes 
Official Notice of the equivalence of a GRIN lens and a section of graded index fiber for 
their use in the optical coupling art and the selection of any of these known equivalents 
to shape an output light beam would be within the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

Referring to claim 4, Swanson et al. discloses a fiber-optic optical coupling 
assembly including: a first optical waveguide (1) having a first terminal end; a graded 
index lens (2), wherein the first terminal en of the graded index fiber is in optical 
communication with the first terminal end of the first optical waveguide whereby an 
optical beam propagating from the first terminal end of the first optical waveguide and 
exiting the second terminal end of the graded index fiber. Swanson et al. does not 
appear to specifically disclose that the graded index lens has an index of refraction 
gradient characterized by a change in refractive index of less than about 0.009 over a 
core diameter of about 80 microns. It Would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to design the graded index fiber to 
have a suitable index of refraction gradient over a certain core diameter, since it has • 
been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art. 
discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Aller. 105 USPQ 233. See Fig. 4A and Fig. 4B. along with their respective portions of 
the specification of the Reed et al. reference.. 

Referring to claim 5. Swanson et al. discloses that the graded index fiber (16) 
has an angle cleaved at an angle of 2 degrees. See Fig. 6. 
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Referring to claim 6, Swanson et al. does not appear to disclose an anti-reflectio 
coating at the second terminal end of the gradient index fiber. Anti-reflection coatings 




are^known in t!|e,art:and are commonly used to minimize optical loses. It would have 

^beeh^bbvious to one haying ordinary skill in the art to utilize an anti-reflection coating on 

• ' - 
the graded index fiber to minimize optical loses due to reflection 

' ■ [ ■ . ■ 

4 

» ' '■ . 

i ' 

-■«,.■ ' ■ ' 

~~-t— .' . ' ■ . ' ' ^ 

8>- - •CraimSf2;and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) hs being unpatentable over 
-'U;S. Patent No.. 6,445,939 to Swanson et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,594,419 to 
Ukrainczyk et al. 

Referring to claims 2 and 3, Swanson et al. discloses that a thin glue layer may 
be used between the waveguide (1 ) and the graded index lens (2). However, Swanson 
etmi does not specifically disclose that the glue is index matching. Ukrainczyk et al. 
.discloses a similar coupling assembly where an index matching epoxy is placed 
between a waveguide (2) and a graded index fiber (4) for the purpose of attaching the 

, - . t . . ., 

two waveguides.together. Since Swanson et al. and Ukrainczyk et al. are both from the 

r .* • 

same field of endeavor, the purpose disclosed by Ukrainczyk et al. would have been 
recognized' in the pertinent art of Swanson et al. It would have been obvious to one 

■ / • • -X 

having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize an index 
matched epoxy spaced between the waveguide and the gi^ad^d index fiber for the 



purpose pf attaching the waveguide to the fiber and limiting optical loses. See Fig. 4 and 
its respeictive portion of the specification of the Ukrainczyk et al reference. 



I I. 
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Conclusion 

\ li. ■ Y ■ 

' .. . . 

"-, . ^ • . 

\9,, Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Kevin S Wood whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 

■' V ■ ' ■ • " ■■• ' ■ ^, 

■ K- . ' ' ■ \ ' \ 

2364. The examiner can normally be reachedlon Monday-Thursday (7am - 5:30 pm). \ 
,, i \ ; lf attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's . 
mupervfsor, Rodney B Bovernick can be reached on (571 ) . 272^344. The fax phone 

number foHthe organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is703- 



872-9306. ■ -jv,,. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

■4 

\ \ ,. 

Patent Application .Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information aboujt the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov Should 



v-iyou have, questions, orilaccess^tb^he Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

' i. 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



KSW 
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Primary Eresnimer 



